As leadership discourses in higher education are increasingly being mediated online, texts previously reserved for staff are now being made available in the public domain. As such, these texts become accessible for study, critique, and evaluation. Additionally, discourses previously confined to the written domain are now increasingly multimodal. Thus, an approach is required that is capable of relating detailed, complex multimodal discourse analyses to broader sociocultural perspectives to account for the complex meaning making practices that operate in online leadership discourses. For this purpose, a digital multimodal discourse approach is proposed and illustrated via a small-scale case study of the online leadership discourse of an Australian university. The analysis of two short video texts demonstrates how a digital multimodal discourse perspective facilitates the identification of key multimodal systems used for meaning making in online communication; how meaning arises through combinations of semiotic choices (not individual choices); and how the results of multimodal discourse analysis using digital technology can reveal larger sociocultural patterns; in this case, divergent leadership styles and approaches as reflected in online discourse, at a time of immense change within the higher education sector.
A dominant trend noted in university leadership, driven in large part by such pressures, is the tension between a traditional collegial model of academia and an increasingly managerial style of executive leadership, and the consequent 'erosion of collegiality ' (Burnes, Wend and By 2013: 912; cf. Bryman 2007; Middlehurst and Elton 1992; Tapper and Pafreyman 2010) . According to Burnes, Wend and By (2013: 912) this has led to 'a distancing effect on the relationship between academics and senior managers within universities', as 'staff have felt increasingly removed and even cut off from the decisionmaking process' (cf. also Coates et al. 2010; Tapper and Palfreyman 2010) . Bryman (2007: 707) notes in this respect that 'the leadership of internally motivated employees requires considerable care… leadership that undermines collegiality, autonomy and the opportunity to participate in decisions…is likely to be ineffective because it damages the commitment of academics'. Thus, the return to a collegial approach to university leadership is advocated, or as Burnes, Wend and By (2013: 920) propose, 'the reinvention of collegiality to fit the needs of twenty-first century universities ' (cf. also Bryman 2007; Tapper and Palfreyman 2010) .
Communication has been identified as a crucial component of effective leadership A key issue in the study of higher education communication, as elsewhere in the social sciences, is the challenge of integrating micro and macro levels of analysis (Blaschke, Frost and Fabian 2014; Kuhn 2012; Taylor 2011) , that is, 'how to "zoom" in on a conversation and then out to see it in context' (Taylor 2011 (Taylor : 1285 . Taylor makes a relevant distinction between the 'conversation' and the 'metaconversation': while the former enables 'locally constituted organization', the latter is 'a conversation of conversations' through which the organizational identity emerges and is constituted (Taylor 2011 (Taylor : 1279 . Blaschke, Frost and Fabian (2014: 713) similarly distinguish between '[a]uthoritative texts' that 'project particular conceptions of structure and dynamics', communicated at the macro-level through legal frameworks and regulatory guidelines, and 'distributed conversations' which enact organisational change at the micro-level through shifts in goals and values (Blaschke, Frost and Fabian 2014: 716) . They argue that the study of micro-patterns in communication can 'provide a sound explanation' for the emergence of broader 'institutional logics' such as, for example, the transition from 'collegialism' to 'managerialism in higher education (Blaschke, Frost and Fabian 2014: 727) , but note that '[u] nfortunately, there is little explanation' of everyday university leadership practices at the 'micro level of (inter)actions' (Blaschke, Frost and Fabian 2014: 712) .
The digital multimodal approach presented in this paper addresses this gap by demonstrating how the micro-analysis of the multimodal discourse patterns in two video texts of online leadership discourse at an Australian university reveals larger 'institutional logics' as embodied, for example, in divergent leadership styles and approaches, in the context of a university in transition.
Case Study: multimodal online leadership discourse in an Australian university
The data: a university in transition Tan, Smith and O'Halloran Discourse & Communication 9(5) The Australian university whose online leadership discourses form the data for the study discussed here, Curtin University, presents an interesting case study. At the time of data collection, the university was undergoing a dramatic university-wide restructure, to transform from a teaching-focussed to a more research-focussed university, affecting all staff, academic and non-academic; while into this situation a new Vice Chancellor was inaugurated in early 2014. Meanwhile, a large-scale initiative, which endeavoured to determine the existing and desired values of staff within the university, was ongoing.
Two key domains were selected for study in the project from which the analysis discussed in this paper is drawn: (1) the 'Living our Values' initiative -a strategic initiative that 'aims to foster an environment in which values play an important role in the decisionmaking of every staff and student' 1 -which is a more or less self-contained theme with its own dedicated website; and (2) the Vice Chancellor's blog, as the site for the new Vice
Chancellor to communicate with staff at a critical phase in the institution's history. Tan, Smith and O'Halloran Discourse & Communication 9(5) As the analysis will show, the two video texts exhibit markedly different approaches to leadership: Video 1, a professionally produced video of a university event, shows signs of a managerial approach to leadership, whereas Video 2, a seemingly low-cost production of a face-to-face interview with the new Vice-Chancellor, provides evidence of a more collegial style.
The approach: social semiotics and software-based multimodal discourse analysis Richardson 2012 , O'Toole 2011 [1994 ; Van Leeuwen 1999 , 2005 , 2012 . 
Selected multimodal systems and their contribution to meaning making in context
Central to social semiotic theory is the concept of 'metafunction', that each instance of text realises three strands of meaning simultaneously: (a) experiential and logical meaning which construes our experience of the world and the logical relations between such meanings; (b)
interpersonal meaning which enables us to negotiate social relations and express attitudes;
Tan, Smith and O'Halloran
Discourse & Communication 9 (5) and (c) textual or compositional meaning which organises meanings into coherent messages relevant to their context.
Having conducted the full analysis of multimodal systems shown in Figure 2 , not all systems utilised were found to contribute to meaning making in context in equal measure.
Using both the analysis interface and visualisation facility offered by the software, the systems that were most active and showed most variation in the two videos were determined.
The relevance of these systems to the present discussion of leadership approaches manifested in online communication is discussed below.
Visual and sonic systems. The analysis presented below concentrates on combinations of system choices that are drawn upon in visual and sonic data to enact interpersonal relations,
given the focus on senior leaders' engagement with staff and other stakeholders. The systems focussed on in the present discussion are: GAZE (direct address, indirect address, no address), CAMERA MOVEMENT (stationary, pan, tilt, pedestal, dolly), HORIZONTAL VIEWING PERSPECTIVE (front, angled, profile, behind, panoramic), SHOT DISTANCE (long shot, medium shot, close shot) and SOUND PROMINENCE (background sound, foreground sound, none).
GAZE, also known as Visual Address, functions to establish interpersonal relations between participants on the screen and the viewer. Viewers will feel more engaged if the participants depicted on the screen are gazing directly at the camera and by extension the viewer, and less engaged if visual participants are not looking directly at the camera. In the first instance viewers are situated as addressees or direct participants in the discourse, while in the second instance viewers are positioned as onlookers or observers.
SHOT DISTANCE and HORIZONTAL VIEWING PERSPECTIVE both function to signify social relations of interpersonal distance and involvement. For example, if participants are framed in a close shot, viewers are likely to feel more involved than if they Tan, Smith and O'Halloran Discourse & Communication 9(5) are framed in a medium shot, which conveys social relations that are more formal; whereas long shots which offer a full view of the scene have the effect of creating maximal distance, whereby the viewer is positioned as a spectator. Similarly, shots taken from a frontal perspective typically signal involvement, whilst angled, profile, and panoramic shots tend to signal detachment.
CAMERA MOVEMENT and SOUND PROMINENCE primarily fulfil a textual or compositional function in that they contribute to create an overall sense of rhythm; however they can also work to facilitate a sense of interpersonal involvement. A stationary camera, for instance, concentrates the viewer's attention on the displayed image, while dolly shots, where the camera travels alongside the represented participants, create the sensation of moving along with them. Viewers tend to feel interpersonally more engaged in these shots than in pan, tilt and pedestal shots, where the camera is positioned horizontally and vertically in relation to the represented scene or participant, presenting the diegetic world from the perspective of the viewer as an observer. Intonational systems. The analysis presented below also focuses on choices in intonational systems in speech. These systems help realise both interpersonal and textual meanings (and also logical meanings, which however are not a point of focus here). These intonational KEY systems, manifested in speech through tone choices (rising and falling pitch contours and their combinations), make meaning in combination with MOOD choices. For example, in the declarative mood (e.g. 'it is'), there are a range of further choices in terms of which tone choice is made: the 'neutral' key choice (the default) for this mood is a falling pitch contour, labelled 'tone 1'; but speakers may also choose a high rising pitch contour (tone 2), for example, called the 'challenging declarative' key choice; or a rising-falling pitch contour (tone 5), called the 'committed declarative' key. Meanwhile, for a polar interrogative mood choice (e.g. 'is it?'), one may also choose a rising pitch contour (the 'neutral polar interrogative' key) or a falling pitch contour (the 'peremptory polar interrogative' key). Tone choices may also realise choices in the logical metafunction, in the system of STATUS: the tone 4 (falling-rising pitch contour) 'subordinate' choice ('more to come'); and the tone 3 (level-rise) 'coordinate' choice (also known as the 'listing' tone) -these are, however, not a point of focus in the present work. In general terms, the analysis of intonational systems shows how a speaker relates to their audience and presents their messages: whether constructing a more formal discourse characteristic of traditional written leadership communication or creating a more interpersonally lively discourse style normally associated with spontaneous, face-to-face casual conversations (cf. Halliday 1985 for a discussion). In the present study, the analysis of such micro-patterns in discourse reveals a distinction between managerial and collegial approaches to higher education leadership, as discussed in the following section.
Analysis and discussion

Visual and sonic systems
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As shown in Table 1 , the two videos exhibit markedly different patterns in the way they deploy key systems for meaning making at the micro-level of discourse, which can be related to the macro-level structures embodied in different leadership styles and approaches. For instance, in terms of the key visual and sonic systems utilised, the professionally produced Video 1 exhibits far greater diversity than Video 2, a simple production of a face-to-face interview, as evidenced by the variety of system choices which have been selected (e.g. see CAMERA MOVEMENT and HORIZONTAL VIEWING PERSPECTIVE in Table 1 ). shots − of the venue, and participant activities − or of to-camera close-up or middle-distance angled or profile shots of featured speakers (see Figure 4) . These shots, in social semiotic terms, help to frame the speakers and participants in terms of 'social distance' (e.g. Kress and Van Leeuwen 2006 [1996] ): either as something to be engaged with 'face-to-face' or as an impartial observer (the 'audience perspective'). Although general conference participants are the focus of the camera in 38.6 % of total video time, they remain unidentified. In other words, they are impersonalised, and represented as 'tokens of a type' -i.e. 'staff', rather than as individuals with whom we engage face-to-face. In addition, in terms of SOUND PERSPECTIVE, the panoramic shots of general conference participant ('staff') ( Figure 4 A peculiarity of Video 1 is that it is constructed out of excerpts from the two-day conference, including the speaker cameos, which are decontextualised, for example missing the relevant prior text (whether prompt or question) to which these cameos appear to be responses. The implication is thus that these short cameos form part of the discourse of a meta-text, the multimodal video itself as text, although with unknown authorship. Following In contrast to the diverse meaning-making choices in operation in Video 1, the visual choices utilised in Video 2 are comparatively few (see Table 1 ) and videographically simple (see Figure 3) . The visual track in Video 2 alternates between two distinct 'states': (a) closeup stationary shots of the Vice Chancellor positioned facing in the direction of the camera but not gazing at it directly (79.6 % in terms of total video time), and (b) angled profile shots of the Vice Chancellor at medium distance (17.5 % in terms of total video duration) (see Figure   6 (b) for illustration). While these shots appear similar in style to the views of speakers featured in the cameos in Video 1, in that the Vice Chancellor is represented as individualised
and personalised by being formally identified by means of on-screen captions, there is no musical soundtrack in Video 2. In contrast to the distancing montage effect evident in Video 1, the audience is directly engaged via the absence of music in Video 2. The only views in Video 2 are of the Vice Chancellor who, although positioned gazing in the direction of the camera, never looks at it directly, being clearly pictured as addressing someone off-camera, to the effect that the viewer is positioned as observing (or being present at) the conversation.
The combination of choices made in the Vice Chancellor's gaze, calm demeanour, semicasual attire, and the lounge-like setting visible in the background, function to create a relaxed atmosphere.
It is significant that the incoming Vice Chancellor chose to feature her first communication with staff in a video blog interview. This choice can be interpreted as an indication that, for the new Vice Chancellor, it was important to overcome the impersonal, distancing effect of the prototypical 'authoritative' written text from institutional leader, to enact a more strongly collegial approach, presenting herself 'in person' (albeit in mediated form), and drawing on the semiotic resources of facial expression, gaze, body posture, and so forth, and of the spoken voice (e.g. intonational systems), to discuss her 'background and goals'.
Intonational systems
The following analysis of intonational systems focuses on the percentage frequency of choices (rather than percentage duration for visual and sonic choices and states), derived from an Excel spreadsheet exported from the video analysis software. In Video 1 there are 41 information units, compared to 113 information units in Video 2 (52.2% of Video 1 discourse being non-verbal). Again, it is found that the two videos exhibit markedly different patterns in the way they utilise KEY choices in intonational systems, which -as the analysis will
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show -can be related to the different leadership styles and approaches evident in the two videos. As shown in Table 2 Here, marked choices in all systems enable a textual focus on both the circumstance Adjunct 'the third thing' and the interpersonal (comment) Adjunct 'more seriously' -signaling a significant shift in the overall discourse -as well as on the Attribute the speaker assigns to herself, 'passionate', together with the marked committed declarative KEY (tone 5).
In summary, whilst the intonational choices exercised by the participations in Video 1 are characteristic of more formal, 'written-like' discourse types such as formal speeches,
showing less variation in interpersonal and textual meanings, the analysis of intonational choices in the Vice Chancellor's spoken discourse in Video 2 shows a more lively use of interpersonal and textual systems, thus revealing a more conversational and personalised discourse style. Accordingly, the analysis of Video 1 provides evidence of a more formal, managerial approach to leadership discourse, whilst the patterns of choice in intonational systems in Video 2 suggest an attempt at enacting a more collegial approach to engaging staff and other potential audiences by the new Vice-Chancellor.
Putting it all together: a critical multimodal perspective on leadership discourses
The above analysis reveals distinct patterns of choice and variation between the two videos, which appear to correspond with different approaches to leadership embodied in each. This 
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The above micro-level analysis of multimodal choices reveals how such discourses are the embodiment of the macro-level 'institutional logics' discussed earlier (those of managerialism and collegialism); and shows how, with online mediation, the nature of leadership communication is changing. Rather than formal, written proclamations of policy, important institutional 'authoritative texts', as discussed by Blaschke, Frost and Fabian (2014) , are no longer written documents only. As the above analysis has shown, they are just as likely to be mediated in the form of a carefully produced multimodal video text, or couched in the relatively informal, conversational style of a video blog. Yet, multimodal documents such as the two video texts analysed in this study are clearly meant to be authoritative documents -the fact that they are public in itself suggests this.
The online mediation of leadership communication however problematises distinctions noted in the literature on traditional leadership communication, for example between authoritative texts and distributed conversations (Blaschke, Frost and Fabian 2014) .
Although clearly representing the distributed conversations of staff, the depersonalisation evident in Video 1 recalls Taylor's (2011 Taylor's ( : 1278 claim that 'the actual maker or author of the text, may vanish from view, be made absent, with the result that it is the text that now becomes invested with authority…'. For example, the 'Living our Values' initiative featured in Video 1 seems itself clearly intended to engage staff in a collegial, consultative process.
Indeed, the inclusion of featured cameos of academic staff insinuates a collegial approach, indicating staff participation. However, this representation falls short of the authoritative voice assigned to executive leadership and their agents. In Video 1, it is clearly the Acting Vice Chancellor, selected senior staff members and the corporate change facilitators (who are also featured prominently in the video) who are given authoritative semiotic agency. They represent the 'voice' to be attended to, hence privileging a managerial approach to leadership.
Conversely, online mediation also opens up possibilities for more interactive, personalised and collegial styles, as evidenced by the communicative systems deployed by the Vice Chancellor in Video 2, where the combination of multimodal choices invokes a sense of a personal 'conversation' with staff, in spite of this being, as one of the first public documents from the new Vice Chancellor, an authoritative text.
Conclusions, limitations and future research
The above analysis has shown that empirical evidence afforded by computational tools and techniques can be related to higher level, abstract (humanist) interpretations of multimodal texts. As the analysis and discussion above makes clear, with the online mediation of university leadership discourse, the study of such texts from a digital multimodal discourse perspective becomes crucial. Such texts, as public documents, invite closer scrutiny than the space and focus has meant that it has been possible to present only a small portion of these analyses, to illustrate the digital multimodal perspective with a focus on online leadership approaches. Clearly, a focus on other important multimodal resources for meaning making, such as gesture, would reward further research.
The present discussion is intended to show the need for further research into online multimodal discourses, and also the development of digitally-enabled approaches capable of relating detailed, complex multimodal phenomena to broader sociocultural contexts, as embodied, for example, in changing communicative practices in higher education. In an online age, leaders, here as elsewhere in society, are recognising that online communication is central to modern leadership styles and approaches. But as university leaders are given more scope for multimodal communication through online mediation, they also face the challenges of greater complexity in such discourses. As scholars, if we are to grasp the nature of contemporary leadership discourse in higher education and its challenges, we need to study these discourses as multimodal communication. Moreover, the digital age is presenting changes at such a rapid pace that the challenge for scholars of discourse and communication is to keep stride with such developments. To adequately account for the increasingly multimodal discourses in the public, online realm, new approaches are needed, particularly those that exploit the immense potential of digital software as a tool for discourse analysis.
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